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protection imposed by section 4 of the latter Act (a) in
the case of goods let under hire-purchase agreements
coming within the scope of the Act (b). It provides by
section 16 (i) that " where under the powers conferred
by this Act, the Court has postponed the operation of an
order for the specific delivery of goods to any person, the
goods shall not during the postponement be treated as
goods which are by the consent or permission of that
person in the possession, order or disposition of the hirer
for the purposes of section four of the Law of Distress
Amendment Act, 1908. . . ." Subsection (2) of the
same section provides that " After the determination of
a hire-purchase agreement, or after an owner, having a
right to recover from a hirer goods which have been let
under a, hire-purchase agreement, has commenced an
action to enforce that right, the goods which have been
let under the agreement, or the goods claimed in the
action, as the case may be, shall not (notwithstanding
that the Court in any such action postpones the operation
of an order for specific delivery of the goods to the owner)
be treated as goods comprised in the. hire-purchase agree-
ment for the purposes of section four of the Law of
Distress Amendment Act, 1908" (c).
Custom.—By a rule of bankruptcy, the reputation of
ownership can be rebutted, where it can be proved to the
satisfaction of the Court, that a particular class of goods
is by custom or usage of trade, notoriously left in pos-
session of persons who are not the owners (d).
Although this is a rule of bankruptcy, it will apply to
protect goods let on hire or hire-purchase from a distress
by the landlord, and take them out of the exception from
 (a)	5 Halsbury's Statutes 162 ; Appendix E, post, p. 356.
 (b)	The categories to which the Act applies are set out in s. 1.
 (c)	To ascertain to what extent s. 16 applies to hire-purchase agree-
ments made before the commencement of the Act, see s. 20 (1) (d).
 (d)	Ex parte Emerson, Re Hawkins (1871), 41 LJ. Bey. 20 ; 5 Digest
803, 6859 ; Ex parte Brooks, Re Fowler (1883), 23 Ch. D. 261 ; 5 Digest
805, 6887.   And see numerous cases cited below.

